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It is therefore apparent, that the claim originated in
money dealings between the servants appointed to ma-
nage the Company's affairs at Masulipatam, and one
of the zemindars under the immediate control of those
servants.
Mr. Hodges, in a letter to the Madras government of
the llth December, 1784, reported that these transac-
tions were " carried on and avowed openly, not merely
with the knowledge and concurrence, but with the as-
sistance of government;" and in a memorial to the court
of the 4th of May, 1793, he stated, "that he carried on
his concerns with Opparow in the face of day, and with
the sanction of government."
In making these assertions, Mr. Hodges must have
forgotten that, according to his own account, dated the
llth of December, 1784, his last advance to Opparow,
or on his account, was made in 1776, and that it .was not
until 1777, after all the money had been lent, that he
himself placed upon record the transactions; which he
then did, for the express purpose, as stated by him, of
" ensuring the future sanction of government:" and in
a letter addressed by him in the same year to the Chief
of Masulipatam, stating the amount of his claim, Mr.
Hodges said, " I give you this -official information, that
our debt, and the mode of its being provided for, may be
completely public;" and again, in the statement deli-
vered in by him in 1784, he declared, " My demand on
him (Opparow) then growing immense, and with no
prospect of immediate relief, I brought my situation be-
fore government."
Combining this evidence, furnished by Mr. Hodges
himself, with the facts not only that no sanction of the
transactions whilst they were taking place is to be traced,
either on the records, or in the evidence given before the
select committee, but also that Mr. Sulivan, when asked